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The opinion in support of the decision being entered today (1) was not witten
for publication in a law journal and (2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1, 5
t hrough 13, and 16 through 19. These clainms constitute all of

the clains remaining in the application.
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Appel  ants’ disclosed invention pertains to a torque
l[imting clutch and out put shaft assenbly. A basic
under st anding of the invention can be derived froma reading
of exenplary claim1l1l, a copy of which appears in the APPEND X

to the brief (Paper No. 15).1

As evi dence of obviousness, the exam ner has applied the

docunents |isted bel ow

Entrup 4,445, 876 May 1,
1984
Hei denreich et al. 5,002, 517 Mar. 26,
1991

(Hei denreich *517)
Kohl er et al. 5, 119, 995 Jun. 9,
1992
(Kohl er)
Hei denreich et al. 5, 295, 909 Mar. 22,
1994

(Hei denrei ch “909) (filed May 1,
1992)

The following rejection is before us for review

YInclaiml, line 18 after “said output hub” (first
occurrence) apparently a --,-- has been omtted. This
informality should be taken care of during any further
prosecution before the exam ner.



Appeal No. 1999-2327
Application No. 08/168, 235

Clainms 1, 5 through 13, and 16 through 19 stand rejected
under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over Heidenreich

‘517 in view of Heidenreich 909, Entrup, and Kohl er.

The full text of the examiner’s rejection and response to
the argunent presented by appellants appears in the answer
(Paper No. 16), while the conplete statenent of appellants’

argunment can be found in the brief (Paper No. 15).

OPI NI ON

I n reaching our conclusion on the obviousness issue
raised in this appeal, this panel of the board has carefully
consi dered appellants’ specification and clainms, the applied

t eachi ngs,? and the respective viewpoi nts of appellants and

2 In our evaluation of the applied prior art, we have
considered all of the disclosure of each docunent for what it
woul d have fairly taught one of ordinary skill in the art.

See | n re Boe, 355 F.2d 961, 965, 148 USPQ 507, 510 (CCPA

1966). Additionally, this panel of the board has taken into

account not only the specific teachings, but also the

i nferences which one skilled in the art woul d reasonably have
(continued...)
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the exam ner. As a consequence of our review, we nake the

determ nati ons which foll ow

We reverse the examiner’s rejection of appellants’ clains

under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103.

| ndependent claim1 is drawn to a torque |limting clutch

and output shaft assenbly, conprising, inter alia, an out put

hub and out put shaft interengaged by an interference fit, the
out put hub having splines for engaging friction discs and a
plurality of bores for receiving bolts, with the splines and
t hreaded bores being in registration with each ot her.

| ndependent claim 13 specifies a torque limting clutch and

out put shaft assenbly conprising, inter alia, first and second

pl ates, friction discs, separator discs, pressure plate and
spring means conprising a first unit, an output hub received
upon an out put shaft and conprising a second unit, wherein the

second unit is selectively engageabl e and di sengageabl e from

2(...continued)
been expected to draw fromthe disclosure. See In re Preda,
401 F. 2d 825, 826, 159 USPQ 342, 344 (CCPA 1968).
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the first unit, the second unit having splines and bolt holes,
with the splines and bolt holes being in registration with
each other. |ndependent claim19 sets forth a torque limting

clutch and out put shaft assenbly conprising, inter alia, an

out put hub recei ved upon an output shaft by an interference
fit, the output hub having splines and threaded bores, and
wherein one of the threaded bores and a valley of one of said
splines are collinear on a line that intersects with a center

poi nt of the output hub.

Havi ng assessed the collective teachings of the applied
Hei denrei ch ‘517, Heidenreich 909, Entrup, and Kohl er
docunents, this panel of the board concludes that the evidence
bef ore us does not support a conclusion of obviousness as to
the cl ai ned subject natter, as nore specifically explained

bel ow. 3

® As to the interference fit feature of clains 1 and 19,
it i1s our opinion that the disclosure of Heidenreich ‘517
considered together with the reasonably pertinent teaching of
Kohl er woul d have been suggestive to one having ordinary skil
in the art of the conbination of a key and thermally induced
interference fit between the output shaft and output hub in
the torque limter of Heidenreich ‘517 (Fig. 3). Relative to

(continued...)
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We focus our attention upon the respective registration
and col linear features of independent clainms 1, 13, and 19.
It is quite apparent to us that the totality of the evidence
of obvi ousness applied by the exam ner |acks any suggestion

t her eof what soever.

As explained in the answer (pages 4 through 6), the
exam ner considers the noted features a nmatter of design
choi ce, since alignnment nmethods are indicated to be
not ori ously ol d. Appel I ants, on the other hand, have
specifically argued that the collinear alignnent and
regi stration features are nowhere shown or suggested by the

applied prior art references. (brief, pages 5 and 6).

3(...continued)
the feature of the second unit being selectively engageabl e
and di sengageable fromthe first unit, as set forth in claim
13, contrary to the view of the exam ner (answer, pages 6 and
7), the Heidenreich ‘517 teaching woul d not have been
suggestive thereof. It appears to us that seal 114 of
Hei denreich ‘517 woul d prevent renoval of the second unit
through the end plate 94 of the first unit, and the end plate
90 of the first unit would have to be di sassenbl ed t herefrom
to permt the second unit to be renoved in the direction of
the input hub 72.



Appeal No. 1999-2327
Application No. 08/168, 235

Sinply stated, the exam ner has not supported the
rejection with appropriate prior art evidence as a basis for a
conclusion that the application of alignnment and registration
features to a torque limting clutch and out put shaft assenbly
woul d have been obvious. For that reason alone, the rejection
nmust be reversed.

In summary, this panel of the board has reversed the
rejection of clainms 1, 5 through 13, and 16 through 19 under
35 U.S.C. §8 103 as being unpatentabl e over Heidenreich ‘517 in

vi ew of Heidenreich 909, Entrup, and Kohl er.
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The decision of the exam ner i s reversed.

REVERSED

| RW N CHARLES COHEN
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT

NEAL E. ABRAMS APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge AND
| NTERFERENCES

JOHN F. GONZALES
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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